supporters balked at Hutchins’s lead- 
ership, and some backed out of the 
fray. Arthur Dean, elected to the board 
in May 1955, resigned in September. 
In December Erwin Griswold (whom 
Hutchins had credited with obtaining 
the Fund’s $15 million) and three other 
trustees called for Hutchins’s retire- 
ment. Henry Ford wrote a letter to an 
American Legion official which Fulton 
Lewis, Jr., broadcast to the nation, 
questioning “the manner in which the 
fund has attempted to achieve its 
stated objectives. Some of its actions, 
I feel, have been dubious in character 
and inevitably have led to charges of 
poor judgment.” Earl Newsom, public 
relations consultant for the Ford Mo- 
tor Company and the Ford Founda- 
tion, advised that John Cogley’s report 
on blacklisting not be published be- 
cause, though “thorough, objective and 
perceptive in delineating a deplorable 
situation,” it would not improve “the 
present public impression that the 
Fund ...is partisan... .” 

The Cogley report was published, and 
both Hutchins and the Fund survived. 
For a time the board tightened the 
reins: proposed projects were dropped 
or moderated, all awards had to be ap- 
proved unanimously by the trustees, 
and the distribution’ of publications 
had to be cleared by counsel and the 
board. 

A public relations campaign was 
mounted—‘T feel like I’ve been hired 
by Amalgamated Lepers of America to 
make them popular,” said its director 
—which succeeded in giving the public 
fairer and fuller knowledge and a more 
favorable opinion of the Fund. Speaker 
Sam Rayburn evidently got Chairman 
Walter to cancel projected Huac hear- 
ings on the Fund. By August 1956 amity 
was restored between Hutchins and the 
board, and the Fund was sufficiently 
confident to grant funds to the AMVETs, 
the Legion’s major competitor, and to 
issue a bulletin attacking Walter, who 
had released subpoenaed information 
to Fulton Lewis, Jr. Hoffman even 
bearded William Randolph Hearst, Jr., 
but the effort at conversion failed. The 
board refused Walter’s later demand 
that it permit a search of the Fund’s 
files, and the refusal stuck. 

The temper of the nation had eased. 
Fund-sponsored studies and reports 
received wide attention and were gen- 
erally praised as scholarly and signifi- 
cant. The Republic had weathered a 
nasty storm, and the Fund for the Re- 
public had done something to help. 
And in 1957, for valor and obduracy 
beyond the bounds of duty, the board 
bequeathed the Fund’s remaining as- 
sets to Hutchins’s Center for the study 
of Democratic Institutions. 

Asked “Why do you rob banks?,” 

(Continued on page 112) 
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Letters from Readers 


The Groovy Revolution 


IN HIS REVIEW OF The Making of a Coun- 
ter Culture, The Free People, and Wood- 
stock Nation [SR, Dec. 13], Henry Res- 
nik has written honest, open-minded 
analyses of books that concern them- 
selves with a very complex, mixed-up, 
unsure, yet sincere group of people. How- 
ever, regardless of the question of liter- 
ary or social qualities, the books, albeit 
mostly inadvertently, reveal more than 
their writers intended. 

All three books spotlight the great in- 
adequacies of the mass of the “young 
rebels.” They seek to find in drugs and 
mysticism an anodyne for their frustra- 
tions with their own inabilities to under- 
stand themselves and their deficiencies. 
Examine closely and sympathetically the 
faces in the illustrations in The Free Peo- 
ple and you weep for the pain of disillu- 
sionment which will be theirs when the 
drugs wear off and the ‘“Woodstockian” 
festivals show themselves to be only 
establishment-promoted money-makers, 
and the “counter culture” only the seamy 
underside of the establishment itself. 

JOSEPH ROSENZWEIG, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 


I DID NOY CARE at all for Henry S. Resnik’s 
sympathetic treatment of Abbie Hoffman 
and the New Left activists. 

To describe these people as if they were 
unselfish idealists is a bit naive. Exam- 
ples of their selfishness—and self-right- 
eousness—are abundant. 

For instance, there is their tendency 
to condone (and practice) stealing from 
anyone they choose to regard as part of 
the establishment. There is their tenden- 
cy to ignore the desire for quiet on the 
part of people who are disturbed by their 
extraordinarily loud music. 

My own experience indicates to me that 
it is impossible to carry on even a semi- 
rational political discussion with these 
people. If you happen to disagree with 
some of their opinions, you are likely to 
be called a fascist or a racist. They seri- 
ously assert that the United States is a 
fascist country--which is no less unrea- 
sonable than Robert Welch’s assertion 
that Dwight D. Eisenhower was a con- 
scious agent of the Communist Party. If 
the New Left activists ever came into 
power in this country, they would be 
fully as ready to suppress dissent as the 
John Birch Society would be. 

THEODORE J. KACZYNSKI, 
Lombard, III. 


RESNIK’S REVIEW “The Groovy Revolution” 
was excellent. 

I wish you would devote more space in 
your magazine to the rising American rev- 
olution of neo-primitivism. This is so very 
important and drastic and full of shat- 
tering implications for America and the 
Western world, that it seems a terrible 
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oversight on the part of the media that 
they have not gone into it in depth. 
Some questions: What is the role played 
in this by Negro consciousness? Is it be- 
ginning to dominate white Judaeo-Chris- 
tian consciousness? Wiil it lead to a Hitler 
in this country? How many of the white 
youth have actually become “white Ne- 
groes,” to use Mailer’s terminology? 
Horace SCHWARTZ, 
San Francisco, Calif. 


ABBIE HOFFMAN is an idiot! He is a self- 
admitted drug addict, sadly in need of 
hospitalization! You thoughtlessly print 
his rantings, which downgrades our 
United States, a nation which but a few 
years back saved the world from the 
horrors of Hitlerism. 

Granted, our nation has a lot of ills, 
but the Abbie Hoffmans will not cure 
them! Rather, he is a disrupting element 
in our society, and I regret that a fine 
magazine has given so much free public- 
ity to such a low character. 

SAMUEL SHAPIRO, 
Milton, Del. 


Justice for Steinbeck 


LAWRENCE WILLIAM JoNnes’s fine review of 
John Steinbeck’s Journal of a Novel: The 
East of Eden Letters [SR, Dec. 20] high- 
lights three interesting points. One is the 
short shrift that critics have given his 
works. There have always been “great 
expectations” of Steinbeck’s powers 
which apparently, for critics, never was 
fulfilled. The second point is the scant 
attention that has been paid a writer who 
has not only been prolific but who has 
enjoyed unceasing popularity with his 
readers. One can count on one hand the 
number of books devoted to Steinbeck. 
The third point is Mr. Jones’s comment 
that “Steinbeck’s direction is fabular 
rather than novelistic.” This is certainly 
valid; however, may I suggest that this 
is no less true of his pre-war fiction. The 
seeds were all there, beginning with Cup 
of Gold, Pastures of Heaven, To a God 
Unknown, and Of Mice and Men. 
FREDERICK MADEO, 
South Fallsburg, N.Y. 


Remainder Blues 


WHat Davip DEMPSEY DIDN’T MENTION, in 
writing about publishers and remainder 
houses [SR, Dec. 13], is the unfortunate 
author of the book. He gets nothing, ex- 
cept perhaps a chance to buy back some 
of his own books at cost, or occasionally 
to get some of them free, Pve watched a 
pile of my only remaindered book sell 
like hotcakes at a department store. 
Where were all those people who appar- 
ently liked my book when I needed them? 
Believe me, it hurts! 
MIRIAM ALLEN DEForp, 
San Francisco, Calif. 
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